REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully traverses and requests reconsideration. 

Claims 1-28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C.§112, second paragraph as being indefinite. 
Claim 28 has been canceled without prejudice. Applicant respectfully submits that a non-group 
public key corresponding to a secure distribution server in Applicant's claims are inherent and 
fully disclosed in Applicant's Specification since one of ordinary skill in the art would 
understand that as set forth, for example, in paragraph 22 of Applicant's Specification and 
elsewhere, the secure distribution server has a public key and private key pair referred to as 
PkSDS and PrSDS. As also set forth throughout the Specification, a secure distribution server in 
Applicant's claimed invention utilizes a secure distribution server specific public key that 
corresponds only to the secure distribution server and not to any group of recipients. In any 
event, Applicant has amended the independent claims so that the public key corresponding to the 
secure distribution server is referenced as a secure distribution server specific public key having 
corresponding secure distribution server specific private key. The secure distribution server 
private key is known only to the secure distribution server. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests withdrawal of the rejection. 

Claims 1-4, 6-7, 10, 12, 15-24, 26 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 

anticipated by Perlman et al. as evidenced by Graunke et al. or, in the alternative, under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Perlman et al. in view of Graunke et al. In the "Response to 

Amendments and Arguments" section of the office action, the office action states 

"[Group] public key 107 disclosed by Perlman is called a "group public key" 
because it is owned by group server 114, but there is no disclosure in Perlman that 
any entity other than group server 114 owns the public/private key pair formed by 
the public key 107 and the private key 302." (Office Action, page 3). 
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Applicant respectfully submits that this statement is incorrect in view of the specific 
teachings of Perlman. Perlman defines what is meant by group public key and group private key 
by stating "Group public key 107 is part of a public key private key pair that is associated with a 
group of valid recipients from message 105" (column 5, lines 30-33). As such, the only 
definition of group public key 107 and group private key 302 is that the group secret key is 
known "only to a group of valid recipients for message" (column 59-61). Perlman also refers to 
a group private key 302 as a key " which can be used to decrypt encrypted messages sent to a 
group of recipients specified on a distribution list " (column 5, lines 8-10) and as such, this key is 
not a group server specific key owned by group server 1 14 nor is its corresponding public key. 
Applicant respectfully submits that Perlman does not teach the claimed subject matter of, among 
other things, receiving an encrypted secret key that is encrypted using a secure distribution server 
specific public key corresponding to a secure distribution server wherein the secure distribution 
server specific public key was part of a public key/private key pair specific to the secure 
distribution server. Instead, Perlman teaches a completely different system that requires the use 
of group private keys by the DLE 1 10 or server 1 14. The group keys are associated with a group 
of recipients specified in a distribution list and whose group secret key is known only to a group 
of valid recipients for messages . 

In addition, Applicant also notes that a reference must also be enabling and that the 
"possibility" of some type of structure also is not a proper basis for rejection. Although the 
claims are in condition for allowance as noted above, Applicant also notes that Perlman simply 
refers to a "possible" embodiment without any detailed description. In any event, since every 
discussion refers to the group private key 302 which is clearly defined as used to "decrypt 
encrypted messages sent to a group of recipients specified on a distribution list" (column 5, lines 
8-10). Perlman does not describe using a private key or public key of a secure distribution server 
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that is specific to the server but instead requires the use of a group public/private key that is 
associated with a group of recipients. Since the reference does not teach what is alleged, 
Applicant respectfully submits that the claims are in condition for allowance in view of the 
above named rejections. 

The dependent claims add additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Claim 5 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 

evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Leigh. The rejection states that 

"Perlman discloses encrypting the secret key using a public key for a secure distribution server to 

produce a secure distribution server specific encrypted secret key" (column 5, lines 28-32 and 

lines 52-55). Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above and again point 

out that the cited portion of column 5, lines 28-32 states in its entirety: 

"Message key 204 is itself encrypted with group public key 107 to form encrypted 
message key 210. Group public key 107 is part of a public key-private key pair 
that is associated with a group of valid recipients for message 105 ." (Emphasis 
added). 

Perlman does not teach any secure distribution server specific encrypted secret key but to 
the contrary, refers to a group private key that is associated with a group of valid recipients and 
belong to recipients and are known only to a group of valid recipients. Accordingly, Applicant 
respectfully submits that the reference does not teach what is alleged and therefore the claim is in 
condition for allowance. 

Claim 8 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Ofir. This claim is also in condition for 
allowance at least as depending on an allowable base claim. 

Claim 9 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Gehring. Applicant respectfully 
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reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, this claim is also in 
condition for allowance. 

Claims 11 and 27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perlman as evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Chen et al. Applicant 
respectfully reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, these 
claims are also in condition for allowance. 

Claims 13 and 25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Perlman as evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. Applicant respectfully reasserts the relevant 
remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, these claims are also in condition for 
allowance. 

Claim 14 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Perlman as 
evidenced by/in view of Graunke et al. in further view of Bouchard et al. Applicant respectfully 
reasserts the relevant remarks made above with respect to Perlman. As such, this claim is also in 
condition for allowance. This claim adds additional novel and non-obvious subject matter. 

Applicant respectfully requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. 

The Examiner is invited to contact the below-listed attorney if the Examiner believes that a 

telephone conference will advance the prosecution of this application. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Date: November 4. 2008 By: /Christopher J. Reckamp/ 

Christopher J. Reckamp 
Registration No. 34,414 

Vedder Price P.C. 
222 N. LaSalle Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
PHONE: (312)609-7599 
FAX: (312)609-5005 
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